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okay gang | guess we got our last our last couple of us arrived so we're good this is this is week 10 of Col 
1:26 the eight cases that changed America this is class number nineteen out of twenty and what we're we've 
so far in the nine weeks that we've spent together we've had eighteen basically 90-minute lectures on some 
a couple dozen cases focusing on eight of the major cases that we've been dealing with we've you've had 
ten sections most of you now to get to talk about some of these things in detail and we've we've reviewed the 
cases going all the way from the initial black panther case that i did to stop the Boston Police Department 
from seizing the the Black Panther newspapers from the distributors and destroying them all the way down to 
the iran-contra case that we've dealt with now up to today about you know ninety eight percent of the of the 
class here together has been sort of expository of my you know explaining a certain details we had about 
one percent of the time the very beginning of me kind of laying out what | projected to be the major upcoming 
crisis that was going to be occurring here in the 21st century during your young adulthood as you got out into 
the world to apply whatever trade you're going to be engaged in and then another two percent or so of the 
cases beginning explicating some of the principles behind cause loitering and laying out certain different 
kinds of categories of cause lawyer that is now being written about 


00:02:02 (https:/Awww.youtube.com/watch ?v=dqUug4Clwwy &t=122s 





lawyer that is now being written about it was kind of strange for me because we never had any of that stuff 
until they started writing about us | guess that we're doing that kind of thing just a small percentage of the 
time we've been we've talked about some of the more general legal principles of constitutional law like the 
First Amendment in a separation of powers and some of the the respective roles that are played by the 
judiciary and in the legislature etc but very little of it it's not the amount that you would get even in most of 
your pre-law courses but 80% or more of the of the time we've spent together has been devoted to dealing 
with the specific facts of specific cases and in other maybe 10% of the time discussing the general legal 
principles that were involved in that particular case usually pointing up a very stark kind of confrontation that 
took place in the division among the justices with regard to how to resolve that particular issue in front of 
them lots of five to four opinions very strongly held extremely conservative positions on the part of people like 
Rehnquist and Berger and in some of the newer justices Justice Roberts and Alito and Thomas and others 
and some some actual quite liberal positions that have been taken by and during the the war in court and so 
so about 90% of the time that we spent together has been dealing in those kind of specifics in to date we 
spent probably less than 1% of the time really discussing the kind of philosophical underpinnings of these 
two contestants in these cases the the progressives on the one hand and the reactionaries on the other hand 
and even less time than that less than 1/2 of 1% really ever 
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that less than 1/2 of 1% really ever articulating what my particular philosophy was about all of this or why it is 
that | got into doing this particular kind of thing this cause lawyer Inc so what | want to do today that in the 
next four hours that we have the last four hours that we have together | want to first just touch upon - two of 
the more recent cases of bush v gore and citizens united because you hear so much about them in any any 
course that's going to be dealing with cases that have basically changed America in recent time within your 
own lifetimes couldn't leave these two out so so what but | just want to touch upon them by way of example 
as to exactly how far the reactionaries have come in succeeding in basically taking complete control of the 
judicial branch of the federal government to the point of now 83% of all of the federal judges in the system 
have been appointed by either Ronald Reagan or George Bush Senior or George W Bush or are left over for 
some of them from Nixon and in Ford or have been you know have been all appointed by by very 
conservative people governing the choice of judges for example in the Nixon administration Rehnquist 
played a very major role as a special assistant attorney general in selecting very conservative judges getting 
them as young as possible usually from the Federalist Society and they've engaged in this campaign of 
attempting to shut off the judicial branch of our government as an avenue toward progressive social change 
of any kind and to really stop the judicial branch 
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and to really stop the judicial branch from being a vehicle for access to affirmative social justice of most any 
kind that we conceive of even to the point of denying people the kind of traditional sense of justice that one 
would anticipate even in specific cases and to eventually in in the case of Bush versus Gore actually going to 
the lengths of making sure that the person who became president and was going to get to a point the 
additional judges was the the most conservative of all the candidates so they've been there been a lot of 
articles written about these two cases Bush v Gore and Citizens United but | just want to just identify one 
article for each of those cases that you can take a look at for depending on what you're doing your paper on 
your final paper and what other courses you're going to be taking whether it's in graduate school or or if you 
have more years left here | just wanted to point out that there's an article that was written by Robert Perry 
about Bush versus Gore is called Bush v Gore dark American decade and you can find it on the internet and 
consortium news by Robert Perry and he goes into a great length talking about Bush v Gore how it was so 
transparent that the five justices who were basically all appointed by Reagan and Bush and Bush actually 
had had decided ahead of time that they were going to be having a certain outcome in that case and that 
they were going to get george w bush made president and he gets into some of the internal workings of the 
of the court at that time pointing out that the that the court had originally those five justices had come up with 
the idea that 
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justices had come up with the idea that because the state legislature in the state of florida had allowed for a 
process of selecting the the electors in the electoral college that because they set up a process that allowed 
there to be differences in the different voting districts some were allowed to use for example the optical 
scanners some were allowed to use the the hand cranked voters voting machines others were allowed to 
use paper ballots that because they because they had so many different means of voting they had different 
means of counting the ballots and if there was a recount and they had taken the position that the Florida 
State Supreme Court in its ruling attempting to establish a common fair objective and transparent process of 
recounting these votes had actually undertaken to change the system that the state legislature had 
authorized allowing great disparities in how they went about counting these votes and so if therefore they 
come up with the concept already of saying that well look that effort on the part of the Florida State Supreme 
Court to establish a common fair equal process of recounting these votes overturn the Legislature's statutory 
establishment of a system that had lots of differences and therefore it violated the the constitutional mandate 
that that the state legislators be the ones to set up the how they chose their electors for president and they 


had this decision actually all drafted up when the Florida State Supreme Court changed its ruling and offered 
a supplemental that authorized the the different districts to use different methods at which point they huddled 
up again and 
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which point they huddled up again and they came back and they said well that violates equal protection 
because every single one of the people has the right to have their vote counted and so therefore there has to 
be a vote recounting in each one of the districts there has to be a similar treatment of them all so they'd set 
up a Catch-22 so that either way the court Bob back and forth they had an opinion prepared to defeat them 
and in Bob Perry goes into some detail about how that was all set up so as to allow Bush W to come to the 
presidency so he could effectively choose the replacement for O'Connor who was retiring and actually chose 
the replacement for Rehnquist that is Justice Roberts and so that that he points this out in this article how 
transparent this was pointing out that the Supreme Court had descended from high politics of actually 
engaging in a constant program of attempting to establish certain principles such as a federal government 
states rights tax cuts for the very wealthiest reduced regulation of businesses and financial institutions 
tougher laws on law and order in supporting a worldwide military and economic dominance on the part of our 
country now that was kind of the high politics he pointed out of the court but they descended into low politics 
now of actually determining first who the president was going to be and then later in in the citizens united 
actually figuring out how to allow massive amounts of money to come flowing into the electoral system so 
that more and more conservative pro-business people would be elected to the Senate into the house the 
consequences of which were of course the limit the lessening of the number of Democrats in the Senate and 
taking over the the house and he 
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and taking over the the house and he goes into some length in this article Bush and Gore's dark American 
decade which | would recommend to you if you want to get the understanding of what the analysis is of how 
that happened the second article that | just want to point out before we get to our discussions is about 
citizens united and this is Jeffrey Toobin article it's kind of a pop article but it's a it's he had a New Yorker 
magazine in May just this this this month May 21st of 2012 he had an article called money unlimited how 
Supreme Court Justice John Roberts orchestrated the Citizens United decision and this is a very helpful 
article to see the the detailed steps that were taken by Justice Roberts Chief Justice Roberts and Scalia to to 
choreograph getting to have this case come out in a particular way when in fact the actual case that came up 
to them could have an and in fact had been briefed and argued to the Supreme Court to be decided on a 
much more narrow ground in in in brief what it was is that citizens united is the is the organization that had 
been created by the same guy that did the old the old commercial for George Bush Senior you may not have 
seen that when the Willie Horton commercial it's pretty famous one that when when bush senior was running 
against Dukakis there was this commercial that came on television with this close-up mug shot of this black 
dude looking kind of ominous and scary in about how Dukakis had allowed him out on a parole a weekend 
parole and he'd murdered some people and so they put this ad on television in a lot of people attributed 
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television in a lot of people attributed to this particular commercial a lot a major loss of votes for Dukakis and 
so this particular guy that he choreographed that had had put together a new organization called Citizens 
United and what he had done is he had he had figured out how to get around the the new law that had been 
passed the law that had been passed the stop prohibiting corporations from putting in major amounts of 
money to pay for political commercials within 30 days of an election and and so what this guy had done is 
he'd come up with the idea of having a documentary film dumping on Hillary Clinton Hillary the movie and it 
was a it was a 90-minute documentary and so he had the documentary all prepared and he was going to 
offer it over cable television for people to be able to purchase access to this particular documentary and so 
he said that by changing it into a documentary and making it purchasable that in fact it didn't it didn't count as 


a as an advocacy piece and so this had come all the way up to the Supreme Court in Ted Olson who had 
argued Bush v Gore for Bush was retained by citizens united to actually make the argument in front of the 
justices and Ted Olson had actually come in arguing that look we don't need to decide the constitutionality of 
prohibiting corporations from doing television advertising you know all we have to do is have a narrow 
reading that this particular statute governing campaign financing doesn't cover documentaries especially if 
they're for purchase on a cable station so it's more like a book that you just buy it and you can read it and so 
he made he made the argument in front of the court that you 
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argument in front of the court that you don't need to just decide on the constitutionality of the restrictions on 
corporations in general you just need to decide as a matter of statutory construction that this particular type 
of documentary is not covered by the statute and all those arguments were made all the briefs were 
submitted and what happened is that when Justice Roberts had sat down as the Chief Justice he wrote the 
opinion for the court and in started circulating among the other justices and then Justice Kennedy wrote a 
much more aggressive opinion in which he said you know | don't think we ought to be restricted to just 
they're just they're asking us to say this isn't covered by the statute | think it's completely unconstitutional to 
try to restrict corporations because they're just like people and in Justice Roberts thought that that was such 
a great idea that what he did is he withdrew his own opinion and he said okay let's have Kennedy do this and 
since he's going way beyond the boundaries of what was briefed to the court and what was argued to the 
court and what the other side was even given an opportunity to respond to let's have this case reaaargh 
you'd and so they did this extraordinary thing on the final day of the term of the Supreme Court they they set 
up a reaaargh ument on that on that case and he didn't even wait until the first Monday in October which 
would be the normal time that the court would start its next session they scheduled the oral argument for the 
first week of September so they could get it decided in time to cover the election that was coming up next 
and so in the and Jeffrey Toobin goes into some length and his are ricky'll called money unlimited describing 
how clearly conscious this effort was on the part of roberts and and then as is pointed out in in the articles it 
says to the dismay of all the liberal base of the Democratic Party 
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the liberal base of the Democratic Party Barack Obama kind of surveyed the state of things after after Bush v 
Gore and after citizens united and he decided that he had to accommodate all of the reactionaries in the 
political party rather than take them on because of the massive amount of money that was going to be 
flowing in from the corporation's to put more and more conservative people in positions of power so he had 
to cater to those business interests into the corporations and that's why he set up his whole health care 
system in a way that basically was a gigantic multibillion-dollar boon to the insurance industry and why he in 
fact set up rules in response to the wall street you know gouging of america he set up a whole set of rules 
and regulations it didn't really change things much at all because he couldn't alienate those very kind of 
people and so that they go on to discuss what the impact therefore has been and and they refer now to the 
state that we're in as the as the the post citizens united america where billions of dollars are going to end up 
being spent during the next decade on the part of the major owners of corporations to basically purchase the 
elections and that that holds out very serious prospects for us in the future so what what i want to do today 
before we start our general discussion about what your reflections are upon the course in general i want to 
make a short presentation to you about what my take is on where we are now and and what has led me into 
doing this kind of law in a reflection upon what the prospects are for you if you were to decide into the area of 
law or journalism or 
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into the area of law or journalism or anything else that deals with major public policy | just want to do this as 
quickly as | can so we have time to to talk about this in the final hour and in the and in our our final hour to 
hour and a half on Thursday so | just went to that last Wednesday just before our final class last Wednesday 


dr. Crosby invited all of us to come to her home for dinner and and we were discussing the class a little bit 
and Sarah and | were there in the danny paul was there and randy and dr. paul lee who had participated in 
helping set up are doing the class here and dr. Crosby was reflecting she was concerned she expressed 
concern that that the students in the class may be getting disillusioned that we're becoming disillusioned 
about the legal process really coming to see how kind of crass and craven it was and how completely biased 
the judges were and pursuing their ideological positions etc and and she was concerned because she has a 
certain responsibility or an institutional responsibility to try to assist in giving to students some kind of a 
useful matrix of understanding that will enable you to basically confront problems that you're going to have in 
your adult lives and help you solve some of these problems or as if you're disillusioned about the efficacy of 
the legal system that you wouldn't be prepared to deal with them now in response to that Randy Pozos 
suggested that he was concerned equally and oppositely appropriately enough that that the you 
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appropriately enough that that the you may be getting illusioned actually by this class that given how bad 
things really were with regard to the action Ares having seized control and what the prospects were for them 
seizing further control over the legislative branches that | may be giving you the false sense that there was 
something you could really do about this and and and Danny Paul of course has consistently offered the 
suggestion from sort of a postmodern perspective that attempting to give you any kind of belief system 
whatsoever is unrealistic and naive because in from the postmodern perspective nobody really knows 
anything for sure and so therefore the best thing for everyone to do is to become kind of moderates in 
pragmatists and kind of analyze things at each sense and figure out what you ought to do in this particular 
instance and not try to make any generalizations at all that might not be if honestly applicable to the next 
situation | may not have been fair to any one of them in in my understanding of what it is they were saying 
but but it did remind me of the story when we were when we were talking about you know people being 
illusioned or disillusioned it reminded me of what happened right after we got word that the Court of Appeals 
in the sole or in the iran-contra case had had sustained judge James Lawrence Kings dismissal summary 
judgment of our case here when we had the major principles that we charged with being involved in the 
bombing indicted by the Costa Rican federal government and they were on the Interpol's arranger poles ten 
most wanted list around the world and we had the indictments already down on the first six of the defendants 
whom we'd named by the special prosecutor and yet not only had the judge summarily dismissed our case 
saying there wasn't even enough evidence to get to a jury but the court of appeals after Judge 
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but the court of appeals after Judge Vance had been killed with a letter bomb and replaced by an appointee 
of George Bush had had sustained their opinion and so Sara | came back into the office the following 
Monday and Sara was sitting there with her head in her hands and feeling she was saying | am so 
disillusioned so disillusioned activity and | said great that's really great because it certainly doesn't do any 
good to continue to be illusioned [Music] okay so so the question the question arises is what is this issue all 
about about being illusioned or disillusioned it what it has to do with is is how one goes about trying to 
understand reality itself and so that this this question of how you as students getting ready to go out into the 
world whether you're going to go via law school or graduate school you're going to go right out right away 
what kind of help are you getting in really trying to figure out how to construct a matrix of beliefs that have 
any kind of adequate solidity that can act as a basis upon which you can make moral judgments now of 
course l'm actually soliciting you to go into a profession of doing this for a living | wouldn't say living but but 
for doing it doing it as your career and you can figure out something else to do for a living but but but the 
bottom line is that that this this group of reactionaries that we've been encountering in all of these cases all 
along whether it's Richard Nixon in the Watergate case or whether it's the Nixon administration in the in the 
Pentagon Papers case and waging war in Vietnam and lying about it and deceiving 
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and lying about it and deceiving everybody and you know or being involved in the iran-contra Gatien in 
smuggling you know cocaine into the United States and buying weapons and carrying out assassination 
programs these reactionaries one thing you need to say about them is that they are true believers that no i 
I've never in in in all the time I've encountered Oliver North and everybody else in Oliver North and I got 
along fine you know he knew who | was | knew who he was he was a true believer and he knew that | was 
too but the the problem is is that their reality on which they function is different from our reality now how can 
that be | mean how can it possibly be that people who are intelligent well-educated well intended come up 
with a completely different visions of reality that you know they were perceiving for example in Oliver North 
they viewed the sandanista government as a bunch of Craven totalitarian communists long feigned vampires 
who were attempting to establish a beachhead in the middle of Western civilization for communism and 
totalitarianism whereas a lot of the people that we worked with viewed the sandanista as sort of angelic 
beings that had come to the world to try to bring you know food and education and health care and stuff for 
the poor and the oppressed in even working with priests and nuns who were getting tortured and killed by the 
other side just to prove that the other side was diabolical and satanic so our reality is different from their 
reality but the question that arises is is our reality whatever that might be is that real and how do you go 
about figuring out whether it's real enough to motivate you to become involved in advocacy because what is 
it you're advocating at 
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because what is it you're advocating at Valka what is it you're speaking on behalf of what is the vision that 
you have that you're attempting to persuade others in general to accept and in particular to apply to particular 
situations and in a case like this or is this this the oldest song in the human family ever since Cain and Abel 
or that you know the Hebrews and the Gentiles or you know the the aristocracy and the peasantry or for that 
matter for the ubermensch of Germany and the Aboriginal peoples of the world one would suspect from 
looking at history that perhaps the dialectician --zz are right but the only real way that these types of contests 
are ever decided is in an ultimate confrontation between some particular thesis in some other antithesis 
neither one of which is actually completely true but in the in the thrashing together in clashing together and 
struggling there's some how that you'll get closer to the truth and there'll be some kind of a resolution some 
kind of a synthesis that will of course become its own new operating thesis and will it give rise to its own 
antithesis this may be the only way to go about it the problem is that that is exactly the template that has 
been created by the rich and powerful so that they can always win and what they're trying to do is to draw us 
into the contest of their template of there's this side in that side and if we go along and follow all of their rules 
and we end up losing that will accept it that will will in fact accommodate ourselves to that and that and that 
the problem is that they don't they don't apply that template just to disputes 
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apply that template just to disputes they apply that template to the resolution of every single public policy 
issue is it has to be a dialectic it has to be a confrontation between a and B everything has to get reduced to 
that and in that the losers in that confrontation even though they have bigger and more powerful knights in 
better armor and in better battering-rams and in more money from the corporations and can buy more 
television commercials or on proposition 29 you know they can massively bombard your house with you 
know a dozen different shiny portfolios on why you ought to vote against proposition 29 today you know that 
kind of stuff because they they think they'll always win because they're better equipped they're more powerful 
they have access to more wealth than we do and what we're supposed to do is because we accept the 
template by means of which the contest takes place the when we lose we will acquiesce to that and will 
accommodate that and will sit and watch absurd things take place right in front of us and we'll say well you 
know they seem to have gotten there within the rules of us versus them and so you look at the the situation 
that we're in right now according to the the latest study of the Congressional Budget Office that between 
1979 but just before Reagan and Bush came into office all the way to 2007 in this twenty six twenty seven 


year period with Reagan and Bush and and W in in there that the annual income of the top 1% the wealthiest 
1% in the United States grew by two hundred and seventy five percent the bottom ninety percent the annual 
income decreased by an 
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the annual income decreased by an average of nine hundred dollars a year the top one percent however 
their income increased by seven hundred thousand dollars a year and in between 1990 and 2007 the richest 
400 people in the United States their income increased by three hundred and ninety five percent in the end 
that the in their taxes during the same period of time were reduced by thirty seven percent in that the the top 
of the the top one percent average income by the end of that period of time was nine hundred and sixty 
thousand dollars a year and so the the the wealthiest one percent owned and controlled over thirty five 
percent of all of the resources and wealth in the country and when you take the top 20 percent the wealthiest 
20 percent they owned eighty-five percent of all of the wealth in the country in the bottom person the bottom 
ninety percent or eighty percent only owns 7 percent of the wealth in the country and yet the 80% the vast 
majority of the 80% are basically acquiescing to that no matter how absurd it appears on the face of it that 
how could that be allowed to have happened okay and so that the the what we're looking at here is a very 
tiny percentage of people in the progressive community actually demonstrating occupying you know doing 
any kind of acting out in any kind of aggressive way even effectively organizing to do anything to undo what's 
happening here and now we've actually seen the National Defense Authorization Act get signed into law by 
Obama at 
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Act get signed into law by Obama at 11:55 p.m. on New Year's Eve signed into law expressly authorizing the 
president to designate American citizens as people who are providing material assistance to any 
organization that may have expressed a bellicose activities toward the United States which the US attorney 
in Manhattan just last this last month five different times when he was challenged by judge Forrest in front of 
the court in the Southern District of New York five different times he was challenged would material support 
be considered to include engaging in First Amendment activity of interviewing people from an organization 
that the president had designated as bellicose to the United States just interviewing them and writing stories 
about them five different times he refused to exclude those people from being subject to immediate arrest by 
the military incarceration in a military stockade with no date for trial no right to counsel no right to habeas 
corpus to have to have any charges presented against you at any time and eventually to be able to be tried 
by a military tribunal and if they chose to sentence to death without any appeal and yet look at the 
acquiescence in the face of that of things having come to that now it reminds me of the of the in the judgment 
at Nuremberg it's way before your time but there's a there's a a movie you want to take a look at is called 
judgment Nuremberg and Spencer Tracy is playing an American judge federal judge who's 
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an American judge federal judge who's been assigned to the tribunal in Nuremberg and there's a very 
prominent jurist played by Burt Lancaster who is a German jurist who he has found who Spencer Tracy and 
the Tribunal has found guilty of crimes against humanity because he actually decided in a case to condemn 
to death a Jewish man that he knew was innocent but in order to maintain his credibility and to be able to 
stay in a position of authority within the judicial system in Germany he had felt he had to do that so he could 
stay in place to do more good in the long run and at the very close of the movie Burt Lancaster as the 
German jurist says to Spencer Tracy he says your respect for me is very important and | want to assure you 
that when | entered this sentence against him | never knew that it would come to this his friend Sir Tracy 
looked at him and he said when you voted to send one innocent man to death and you knew you were doing 
it it had already come to that and that's what that's what we're dealing with here with the National Defense 
Authorization Act you know for our people to stand in an acquiesce to something like that is even worse than 
acquiescing to this massive transfer of wealth from the average people to the richest people in the country 


under a transparently manipulative Supreme Court and an administration that is engaged over and over and 
over again the W administration in over criminal activity writing memos authorizing torture in kidnapping in in 
assassinations in renditions and now here we are on primary day right given the choice of whether we want 
to go and vote for the Republican to the Democrat and go and vote for the Democrat who is 
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and go and vote for the Democrat who is going to allow the National Defense Authorization Act to be in place 
and they voted against it you know samphire voted against it you know but when he lost he said well you 
know it was us in them in the we lost and they won so they get the spoils of war and so what I want to do is | 
want to in closing my presentations to you and to begin our conversation | want to just tell you the final story 
of the of the course of the numerous stories that you've heard already and this is this is one that | think will 
be helpful to you and it was it came about when | had had these major confrontations with Larry McKay | told 
you who was the senior partner at the Cahill Gordon law firm he kept having me come up and talk to him 
about Danny why are you doing this and you know | tried to explain it to him and | realized | | was having a 
hard time getting the language to explain to him why I thought that it was important for example to represent 
the the Black Panthers in New York you know when after an 18-month trial it took a jury you know 37 
minutes to acquit them and find them innocent actually on all 157 charges and not a single other person in 
the entire law firm would come to help on that and even after it happened they were embarrassed about the 
fact that | had been participating and in getting that type of a resolution and and so when I'd gone to F lee 
Bailey --zz office | remembered when | had been asked to come out for the American Civil Liberties Union to 
be amicus counsel in the Wounded Knee trials out in South Dakota and | came back from spending a week 
vacation out there working with them and | came back to the office and lee Bailey called me asked me to 
come into his office he's a Danny he said | understand that you were out at Wounded Knee here for the past 
week and | said yes yes | was said well which side were you on and | 
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said well which side were you on and | said well actually | was hoping to negotiate trying to negotiate with the 
FBI and others to get foodstuffs and medical supplies and stuff brought in through the lines so people could 
have food in medical supply and so again he said well yeah why why weren't you on the side of the FBI in 
the Justice Department because if at least then you know you could have earned some goodwill and we 
could have then had you go and negotiate with the Justice Department on behalf of one of our clients like for 
example Michelangelo you know the head of the Mafia in in Boston you know and | was just so thunderstruck 
at the fact that we were just operating on completely different frequencies you know that | was staying it up 
but his he wasn't he was living out of town so | was up at his place at Beacon Hill and on Sunday morning | 
was going to church down at st. Cecilia's and | was on the way home and | stopped into a bookstore and | 
was rummaging around and | found on the Shelf a copy of a theory of justice by John Rawls the the head of 
the Department of Philosophy at Harvard University so | picked up a copy of it and | brought it home | started 
going through it and | saw in here his discussion he was writing a book on a theory of justice he was 
attempting to identify the basic ethos that undergirds the our theory of justice and Western civilization he 
thought that it was going to be a very simple task actually he thought that he was going to discover that when 
confronted with a series of options as to how to address a particular public policy problem than what was 
going to happen is our people were basically in our system was basically going to select that particular option 
which generated the greatest good for the greatest number classic utilitarian type of decision but he stated in 
the book that he was surprised that in fact it wasn't that because there was this other thing going on in 
American culture there was this group of people that he referred to as the intuitionists the intuitionists who 
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the intuitionists the intuitionists who kept saying these strange things like all all men are created equal they 
are endowed by their creator with certain inalienable of this stuff and so | great that must be it | must be one 
of these intuitionists but it's hard for me to sort of articulate and explain in clear linear language why it is the 


people like Larry McKay of the Cahill firm or lee Bailey ought to do things like | think they should do instead 
of what they do do and so | said good well I'll call him up so | call up on Monday morning and | asked to get 
some time to talk with professor Rawls you know and | waved the school tie at him you know I'd I'd graduate 
from Harvard College and you know I'd you know studied with blah blah and | was at Harvard Law School | 
did this case in that case and can | get a few minutes with him and he probably figured you know oh here's 
an alumnus and they must have lots of money by now and and so I'll entertain him for about five or ten 
minutes so | go over to see him a little later in the week and | sit down | said having a conversation with him 
telling about the kind of cases I've had and done and the kind of confrontations I'd have Larry McKay and lee 
Bailey and all this stuff and he gets more and more interested so he cancels his next appointment we keep 
on talking and he cancels his next appointment we keep on talking so | ended up being there with him for 
about an hour and a half almost two hours and he said | ought to come back to Harvard University after 
having graduating the college and the law school and do a PhD thesis comparing and contrasting these two 
particular modes of ethical reasoning utilitarianism and intuition ISM and basically help him work on the next 
installment of his book it would it be amount to and so | said well you know I'm not happy overly bailey's 
office you know with all the stuff we discovered in the Watergate burglary case and all that so I'll come back 
so | went back to Harvard University and that's when I discovered you know a method that that both of the 
my teaching assistants had asked me not to talk about and so | 
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asked me not to talk about and so | always talked about it briefly and and what what | discovered us you 
know I | | ended up it was kind of peculiar | ended up you know my mother and father separated when | was 
like 12 years old my Angela V with an aunt and growing up and you had to go on college on my own and all 
that stuff so when | ended up at Harvard College you know | | ended up you know for your old brother great 
this is great | can listen these people and they can give me good advice on how to deal with the world and 
then | took one gov gov 180 which had Henry Kissinger there and Henry Kissinger starts his class out by 
saying well | love you people that are here if any of you in this class believe that a nation state does not have 
the legitimate authority to kill you to lie and to take resources through military power to help their own citizens 
they shouldn't be in this class at all and so | said to myself well that didn't work you know it's no but what | did 
is | stayed there and took the course and confronted him and dealt with him to try to understand how it is that 
he was thinking to try to understand that but what happened is when after | talked to John Rawls and | came 
back to Harvard at the graduate school level after graduating law school already | ended up doing starting to 
do my master's thesis working toward the PhD on comparative ethics comparative social ethics which is right 
down on the button of what we're talking about here how do you compare and contrast the modes of ethical 
reasoning of adherence to different social ethos okay and so what with without going into great detail and 
being challenged by any kind of a post modern viewpoint that nothing is real that the the let me say this that 
what | 
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that the the let me say this that what | was what I was told by the chairperson of the department of 
comparative social ethics at Harvard University is that Talcott Parsons the the longtime 46 year chairman 
actually of the department of sociology at Harvard University had undertaken a long and protracted inductive 
study of people around the world and he had come to the determination that when confronted with a specific 
public policy choice the members of our human family would actually divided into basically five different 
groups and in order to try to maintain neutral principles he just described them as the the right systematists 
at the extreme right end of this social political spectrum he developed and on the other end there are left 
systematists and that just inside each of them working toward the center there are left marginalists and just 
inside the right system there are right marginalists and then in the middle there are middle marginalists as he 
called them and so we were spending our time trying to figure out how to analyze different social policy 
questions and reading different people that had different positions on these things and trying to categorize 
them into these different places to figure out how in the world you help move people from being adherence to 


one particular position to another position so that you can build some kind of coalition of support for a change 
right and and what we discovered is | kept | kept going back to the professor Ralph Potter who is it one of his 
protege T's and I kept saying to him what are the 
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and | kept saying to him what are the criteria what are the criteria for a person getting put into the the the 
leftist systematists position a right system a disposition or what are the marginalist positions what are those 
criteria and he ended up finally it took a long time kind of whacking on him to get him to kind of come through 
with this thing but what he did is he designed a thing that they've referred to now as Potter's box and in 
Potter said that there are basically four major fundamental factual questions that every human being has to 
ultimately decide for herself or himself and that depending upon the answer that one comes to with regard to 
these major questions if you answer them in a way that is mutually consistent one with another that they're 
internally self-referential e consistent the answers you will actually end up with a specific mode of ethical 
reasoning and it's the mode of ethical reasoning that characterizes these positions along the socio-political 
bargraph now these four questions are things that people assume that they never really think about but they 
are all the things that professional philosophers and thinkers spend their time thinking about and writing 
about in talking about and the first one of these is cosmology or cosmology that exactly how do you think the 
universe came into existence and what particular laws or principles do you think it is therefore functioning it 
consistent with secondly second question 
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consistent with secondly second question is the teleological question do you believe that the universe is 
unfolding in some particular specific direction is there some sort of end product going on in the universe 
toward which it is evolving in some natural teleological manner and if so what is that thirdly is the ontological 
question the big question is how did consciousness this thing that we experience riding around up behind our 
eyeballs here and walking around and this this consciousness that we have of our self as an individual 
vehicle of some sort how did consciousness actually come into existence in the warp and woof of all of these 
material particles that make up the universe and fourthly it's the epistemological question and that is what 
exactly are the means that we have at our disposal as human beings by means of which we can possibly 
answer questions like that are we limited to our five senses even even multiplied by particular technology so 
that we can see farther into the universe and see farther into atoms and measure them are we limited to our 
five senses process through our intellect and kind of arithmetic logical reasoning to figure out what we can 
figure out or do we have some other means at our disposal by means of which to reality such as we have a 
fifth or sixth sense do we have a sixth sense some kind of intuitive sense it's strangely enough they were the 
intuitionists that are actually referred to by by by Rawls as the ones making all of these strange 
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the ones making all of these strange statements about the nature of fundamental rights in the integrity and 
dignity the sources of dignity for people and and so that the bottom line is what they're what they're asserting 
to us is that you're you're coming to some conclusion about the answers to those four questions if you 
answer them in a self referential II internally consistent manner will generate a specific mode of ethical 
reasoning because you will choose to engage in conduct or make choices that are consistent with what you 
understand to be reality not not a hard one you know but if these profound determinants of reality itself you 
have certain clear positions about then you will engage in activity that is considered you believe and honestly 
believe to be consistent with reality okay and that particular mode of ethical reasoning if you answer all of the 
major important questions about life and policy and everything else pursuant to a consistent mode of ethical 
reasoning it will generate a philosophy pursuant to which you can guide your life and a philosophy each one 
of the philosophies will in fact generate a political philosophy it will answer questions about the public policy 
area of how a community goes about making decisions how we might best make decisions together there is 


a political conclusion that you come to a political philosophy and what | determined what | was writing my 
master's thesis on there was that | determined that there were more than just five positions that Teleca 
Parsons had left off his sociological bargraph a right marginalist position in a left middle 
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marginalist position in a left middle marginalist position which were the classic liberal and conservative 
positions and so that when you when you track the the different political philosophies from right to left you go 
from the extreme right systematists which are in fact authoritarians and one step into the middle mart to the 
to the left marginalists you find the reactionaries in one step further in toward the center you find the 
Conservatives and then at the middle the middle marginalists you find are your moderates in one step to the 
right or to the left of the moderates are in fact the Liberals in one more step to the to the left you find the 
progressives and then out at the seventh position the seventh paradigm or seventh worldview you find the 
utopians the kind of theistic transcendental utopians okay so that what you have that actually functioning is 
not a contest between progressives in the sixth paradigm worldview versus the second paradigm worldview 
reactionaries what you really have is a is a debate going on among seven different worldviews and what 
what ralph potter pointed out and that they talked about it at the school was that look it doesn't do any good 
to argue about facts with people who have a different worldview because if you're not talking about their 
cosmology or you're not talking about their teleological assumptions or you're not talking about their 
ontological assumptions or their epistemological assumptions you are wasting your time in all of these 
discussions that go on at lower levels are all that all 
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lower levels are all that all of these discussions are just means by which they rationalize getting to where 
they want to get to predicated upon their assumptions that put them in one or another of these places okay 
so the question arises then is what what are we going to do about this or what should we do about this and 
what I'm arguing is is that the United States Constitution was drafted by people who adhered to a particular 
worldview and that is a sixth paradigm natural law radical monist worldview they had certain assumptions 
about the answers to these fundamental questions and they constructed a constitution with a bill of rights 
that was rooted in this particular worldview and that for example the the one of the people that you have 
almost certainly never heard of and you could go through not only your entire college career but indeed your 
law school career and never be told about it at all is a fellow by the name of John Witherspoon and professor 
John Witherspoon was an adherent to the Scottish enlightenment a natural law worldview and he was a 
professor of moral philosophy at Princeton University at that time called the College of New Jersey and he 
was the the professor of moral philosophy from 1760 from 1768 prior to the revolution all the way to 1794 for 
26 years he was the professor of moral philosophy at Princeton University he was a signatory to the 
Declaration of Independence in 1776 he was a member of 
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Independence in 1776 he was a member of the First Continental Congress from 1776 to 1787 of the Articles 
of Confederation under which the United States government existed from 1781 to 1791 1790 or 1789 he was 
an active advocate of the new constitution and seventy eighty nine he was a member of the New Jersey 
colonial legislature that ratified the Constitution the United States and as a professor at Princeton University 
he was the professor for James Madison who was the principal drafter of the American Constitution and he 
also was the he also was the professor for Aaron Burr who is the man who killed Alexander Hamilton who 
was the major proponent of the opposing view to natural law and the and and professor Witherspoon was the 
moral philosophy professor for three United States Supreme Court justices thirty-seven federal judges twelve 
members of the Continental Congress ten u.s. cabinet secretaries 21 United States senators and 39 
congressmen and he was the professor for 52 of the 188 members of the General Assembly of the 
Presbyterian Church of America in the United States for a little background on that they'll just give you a 


couple of references take a look at a book that's called whose justice what rationality written by alas Alistair a 
LASD AR Alistair McKean Maclntyre MC Capital int Y re and there's another book by Geoffrey Morrison 
called John Witherspoon and the 
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Morrison called John Witherspoon and the founding of the American Republic okay now those are things that 
you aren't really going to be told about because the basic worldview of natural law that undergirds our entire 
Constitution has been deemed to be passe by the world of postmodern philosophers they say no wait a 
second wait a second you've got to stop and take a look at this they said that the theory of the natural law 
enlightenment people the Scottish enlightenment was that somehow there a infinite sea of undifferentiated 
consciousness that pre-existed the universe and unfolded the material universe into reality and then basically 
doesn't intervene in any way it's a classic deist theory and that there's a whole set of principles physical 
principles that are operative within the physical contours of the universe that function completely naturally 
and that if we as human beings are able to discern what those principles are that are functioning and we can 
consciously through an exercise of our own free will we can in fact accommodate our own conduct both 
individually and collectively in the way that is most harmonious with the natural order of being now you 
remember that one that's that's the one that's the one that crane Brinton the 52-year chairman of the 
department of intellectual history at Harvard University designated as the single most important idea that he 
had ever encountered in his entire exploration of human history okay and so what I'm saying is is that that | 
think that we are perfectly authorized to utilize and to understand the fundamental worldview of 
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understand the fundamental worldview of natural law principles as they obtained at the time of the founding 
of the United States Constitution and attempt to try to understand them in the most modern terms possible 
most importantly based upon the insights that we have into quantum physics now that that this capacity to 
integrate the insights from quantum physics in the ability of human intention to actually have direct impact 
upon the manifestation of material reality in front of us our areas that you should explore if you are thinking of 
going into the world of public policy because my position is that if you thoroughly understand the natural law 
worldview and you give full credit to the postmodern critique that is going to be leveled at you but understand 
the postmodern critique is going to be leveled at any one of these worldviews and so that if you try to adopt 
any one of these worldviews and to use the principles of that worldview as a consistent mode of ethical 
reasoning to guide your judgment in your advocacy out in the world you will be attacked by the postmodern 
philosophers as being naive this somehow your theory as to how the universe came into existence cannot be 
proven you can't prove it you can't weigh it you can't measure it you can't taste it and until we do you have to 
be a pragmatist you have to be a middle marginalist you have to be a person who is going to analyze every 
given situation that you're confronted with and kind of figure out basically what you think ought to be done not 
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what you think ought to be done not resorting to any set of consistent principles okay and so l'm suggesting 
that that is not a way to be a leader and if you're going to be advocates whether you're journalists whether 
you're authors in general or whether you're lawyers whether you're politicians are public servants whatever it 
is that you're going to be doing to try to serve the public interest you have got to if you're going to be leaders 
and advocates are people who invite other people to follow them you've got to have a consistent mode of 
ethical reasoning and I'm suggesting that if you're in the field of dealing with the Constitution and the laws of 
our country that you should look into the the Scottish enlightenment in the natural law worldview that was 
believed in by James Madison who was the major drafter of the concert tution by john witherspoon who is his 
professor and by this long list of people that were very much involved at the founding of our country of these 
you know one president an Aaron Burr and three US Supreme Court justices 37 federal judges etc that these 
people were instrumental in the founding of our country and that by not by taking a snapshot like some of the 
pseudo Federalists would do of saying well did the founders believe in women voting you know | mean that's 


not the point the point is when you look at what they say they believed in wouldn't it be perfectly clear that in 
order for them to be consistent and responsible they would have to acknowledge the right of women to vote 
and that they wouldn't be able to support the institution of slavery okay what they did what they did is they 
were accommodating those things that such as slavery out of trying to be 
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that such as slavery out of trying to be pragmatists don't try to be a pragmatist if you're not a pragmatist | 
mean that's my position I've never no one's ever gotten the impression | was a pragmatist and so that so 
that's that's my my position in my opening remarks and what | want to do is | want to talk I've warned you at 
the end of last class is that | wanted to to talk with you instead of at you about some of these things to find 
out just you know just how much progress does having taught this course and your having taken this course 
how much progress if any is that going to generate in attempting to make our world a better place because | 
don't want you to have to think it's just one more curse you took because you had to get your all your credits 
you know that the you know | came here to to be with you to talk with you about these cases to raise these 
issues such as I've just raised with you for a specific purpose and that is to try to prepare you for what is 
getting ready to happen to you and the fact is that as you sit there still you don't really believe it | mean I've 
been through this a thousand times | can assure you of trying to tell people something and they didn't believe 
it when | tried to tell him you know and what I'm telling you is that the way that the thing is going right now 
with this Supreme Court in place and with Obama no matter what anybody tries to tell you getting ready to 
win again which he's going to do and continue his policy of placating these reactionaries and these major 
corporations in and be basically soliciting all of their financial support you know to not only get him in for a 
second term but to position the 
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for a second term but to position the Democratic Party so that they can continue to share in the spoils and 
and control the the government the fact of the matter is they're not going to solve anything they're not gonna 
solve anything you know the Supreme Court is going to strike down the health care bill you know just write it 
down they're gonna strike down and they already know the five of them already know that they're going to do 
that and Justice Roberts is gonna figure out how how many different arguments they have to come up with in 
order to justify it okay and then in Obama's gonna go well | tried you know | actually made great concessions 
to the insurance industry four hundred billion dollars for them you know and the Republicans still wouldn't 
accept it so don't blame me you don't become president to be able to say don't blame me you know and they 
aren't gonna do anything to seriously address the global warming and the massive climate change that is 
coming and it's gonna you know you can see on the news | mean watch in any given week you're gonna see 
one story you know they just have the whole time they're having to move an entire town out of Louisiana 
because the waters rising and in swampy their entire town you know and it's just it's going to go on all across 
the planet you know tens of millions of acres of land is going to be inundated by the rising sea levels 
including land that has nuclear power plants such as San Onofre you know in Diablo Canyon you know in 
one of these nuclear power plants is going to to meltdown sooner than later you know and and so that what 
I'm saying is that we're getting ready to face a major period of destabilization with a massive climate change 
that's on its way the dislocation of literally almost 53 percent of the human population that lives within 20 
miles of the sea coasts 
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lives within 20 miles of the sea coasts and they're going to be moving inland and taking over land that people 
already own and aren't going to stand for the major water wars over the remaining water because with the 
melting of the global ice caps and the the salinization of the the aquifers along the Seacoast we're going to 
be losing two-thirds of all of the potable water on our planet and you still don't believe it you know and so 
what I'm saying is that you you're going to have to prepare yourself for trying to do something about this and 
not just get yourself into a position of you know in 35 years saying gee | wish I'd known this you know when | 


was 20 years old because you do know it when you're 21 years old okay and so that what I'm saying is that | 
want to have a discussion with you now for the rest of the time next class and the remainder of this class | 
want to be able to talk with you about you know what it is that you're planning to do professionally or 
graduate school etc and | want to know you know how that is directed toward participating in this particular 
process that we've talked about you know | mean it's some of you could say you know I'm not gonna do 
anything you know I'm gonna become a banker or you know I'm gonna go to Wall Street and | won't flunk 
you for that I'll have one of the TAS do that but but but you know | just I just need | just need to know what 
what it is that you're planning to do about any of this and as has anything that I've told you about how we 
were able in the face of this same consistent opposition from these same reactionaries people were the 
same kind of power and money that we were able to accomplish portions of success all along the way here 
okay that 
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success all along the way here okay that | just want to know whether or not has had an adequate influence 
on you to motivate you to do anything about this upcoming crisis because you're not only gonna have the 
global warming in the global climate change you're gonna have massive disruption dislocation of the 
economy major collapse of the economy no economy is going to be able to survive you know in its present 
form the kind of things that are happening to happen and the rise of the national security state which are 
going to rise to try to quell disturbances get everybody under control figure out how to move people the way 
they need to and to distribute the water all of that is going to require a major national security state you know 
in that so what I'm asking you now is what what you plan to do about it you because because the because 
the state's going to be there having you climb on board you know come on be part of the problem and for 
being part of the problem the other people that what it is 
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problem the other people that what it is is that the a substantial majority of the adherence to any one of these 
seven world views couldn't pass a test on it you know | mean they adhere to it because their grandparents 
were that or their parents were that or they happen to grow up and all their peers are like that you know so 
that the vast majority of people in the country and that you can reach them and but you're going to have to 
reach them dealing with these major four questions that's the point so so strangely enough there are 
professions to be saw as cosmologists here as professional philosophers here you know as all kinds of 
different things that can address these questions because if in fact for example we can definitively prove to 
the satisfaction at least of a vast majority of people who are subject to change if we can prove that the 
cosmological assumptions of the of authoritarians at the right system of disposition is not true that the the 
physical universe is in fact expanding out and away from the locus of the Big Bang and that every single 
element in the entire universe is descent at the rate of its own specific atomic breakdown disintegrating into 
all of its lower constituent parts and there eventually every single element in the universe every atom of an 
element in the universe is going to disintegrate into its constituent in Koyuk quantum fields and they're going 
to continue to not 
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and they're going to continue to not only move out and away from the locus of the Big Bang but are going to 
be moving out and away from every other one into an ultimate state of no thyng ness you know if if we can 
disprove that then we're going to go a significant way 25% of the way in disarming the authoritarians 
because the authoritarians are there their whole mode of ethical reasoning is rooted in that particular 
cosmological assumption that basically everything is going to hell in a handbasket anyhow and that there's 
no real coherent order to things all of that is an illusion on your part all of you are trying to make up meaning 
or value in life whereas all that really counts is that the the short-term gratification for you in yours then you 
know I want to get more | want to have more | want to be on the boat that goes inland you know when all this 
starts to happen | want to be the one that's got the cache of fresh water there because | have agreed to do 


things that have made it only more inevitable this is going to happen and I've been rewarded with you know 7 
million gallons of water you know in the in the terms of shekels they'll give it to you you know is it so that that 
but this what I'm saying is that if you direct some attention scientific investigation thinking research 
exploration writing you know basically attempting to show that that cosmological set of assumptions is not 
true you'll go a great deal of the way in disarming the authoritarians at that end of the spectrum okay now on 
the other hand if you can prove that in fact the the universe in fact is is contained and infinite and eternal sea 
of absolutely undifferentiated consciousness in that every single inchoate quantum field in the entire universe 
is in fact a 
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the entire universe is in fact a condensed unit of consciousness and that we as individual human beings can 
access that unit of consciousness and from that perspective can actually make determinations not only of the 
kind of linear material rules and principles that are functioning in the universe but can actually have insight 
into potentially the motive force that unfolded the universe into material being to begin with then you've gone 
a long way into starting to recruit people to come to follow you in this particular world view for example 
Wayne Dyer you know get get out get a get a load of Wayne Dyer if you haven't seen him you know wait 
Wayne Dyer is the real deal you know he's just walking around telling everybody about the six paradigm you 
know and and he is that he has been designated as the third most influential spiritual person on the planet 
today okay and and and he's not asking anybody to you know riot and pull up the cobblestones and pull 
down the rich and behead them he's saying you know look at you just got to all be confident in which you can 
do don't really how they go flesh out ideas so those are people you could easily get to one side but | also feel 
like those are often the people who you described as reactionaries because they don't have an idea and 
they're sort of just reacting so if you can get you know 
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reacting so if you can get you know something for them so believe in you know like yeah no that's right that's 
absolutely right know that well there's a there's a there's an interesting work the fellow wrote a book recently 
called the righteous mind and he actually postulates a theory that in fact ones initial membership in one or 
another of these particular worldviews is genetic is because the over time down through the millions of years 
of evolution of the human family different tribes have in fact come to different kind of collective experiences 
and some of them have discovered that by by yielding to the to the community and sharing responsibilities 
and benefits that they've been more successful in surviving and others in different places have found that 
vanquishing and aggression and in domination and all that kind of stuff and the acquisition of other people's 
resources has worked out for them and so that that's it's kind of this genetic and it's this completely 
unconscious and so he's suggesting that it may be a more difficult task than we might think no no no you're 
right now you're right that you're the principle is completely correct the fact of the matter is that a substantial 
percentage of the people who believe in any one of these particular worldviews or are adherence to these 
worldviews haven't thought about it thoroughly and assuming that the fellow who wrote righteous mind is not 
and that there are more philosophical 
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and that there are more philosophical and sociological and environmental reasons why people initially 
adhere to one or another these worldviews they will be subject to persuasion in that and that's why now you 
can see for example in Germany that you can get some fairly progressive you know legislation passed and 
other things that's right and so what I'm saying is I'm trying to recommend to you without illusion anew that 
that the fact is that there's reason to be optimistic about being able to be successful at this particular 
endeavor but you have to know what the endeavor is you know don't don't go arguing don't go arguing with a 
you know a bush covert operations chief and the CIA you know like like coal for black you know don't go 
arguing with him about the facts relating to the sandanista because you're wasting both your time and his 
you know what you need to do is you need to look for people that are more open to this thing we haven't 


thought about it really thoroughly who haven't committed themselves to it yet and and and and talk to them in 
a way that's open and honest compassionate considerate you know it is a it is a it is a ministry that I'm talking 
about here this is a social ministry that you're trying to minister to the people you're trying to explain to them 
you know what it is you but you need to come to understand it in greater depth than you probably do right 
now you need to really study these things and find out about these things see watch people like Wayne 
Dwyer and others who are who are good advocates and stuff guys like Deepak Chopra you know there are 
some of they're very graceful they're very charming they're 
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graceful they're very charming they're very you know they're they're not they're not you know manipulative 
they're you know there's lots of people that you can see who are trying to do this thing and and it is it is by 
means this particular kind of advocacy advocacy directed to deep issues that stand the chance of helping to 
get people prepared so that we can move people from some of these more reactionary authoritarian and 
conservative beliefs but at the same time you have to understand you have to understand that it's it's it's an 
existential process to some extent because it's it's going to be some time before we're going to be able to 
definitively prove that the cosmological assumptions and ontological assumptions and teleological 
assumptions etc of the natural law worldview are absolutely true but what you've got to understand is that 
they generate a lot better product they generate a compassion they can they generate sharing they generate 
success on the part of a lot more people they don't in fact generate you know 1% of the people you know 
owning 35% of all of the goods while other people are starving to death no I'm just I'm just I'm just I'm just I'm 
just saying that you you need you need to know that that's true as well you know and and | believe that if in 
fact you follow for example certain of the practices that most of the adherence to the natural law worldview in 
this in this sense of it believe in that there are certain types of activities of meditation a certain kind of diet 
certain kinds of abstention from certain kinds of self abusive type of conduct you know if you if you follow a 
certain type of pattern in your life that your intuition will improve dramatically and that you will gain a deeper 
and deeper into ative insights into the bona fide 
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into ative insights into the bona fide ease of these assumptions about the cosmological sources of our being 
etc and that's been said to be over and over again you can read people like sri aurobindo you can read 
people you know like gandhi you can read you can find about all kinds of these people who have talked 
about things that you need to know about and and i'm just suggesting that if you if you want to be advocates 
journalistic advocates authors lawyers people in public policy public intellectuals etc that that it is going to be 
well worth your time to examine the underlying assumptions about the constitutional structure that we have 
here it's it's it's basically I've I'm okay I'm a I'm a fairly simple guy that when when I ended up you know it it 
Harvard College and Harvard Law School stuff in looking at the various options that were available | realized 
when | got out practicing law | was at the number one law firm in the entire world basically and | was with 
FDLE the number one criminal defense attorney and | was looking these people on say this is terrible you 
know what these people are doing is terrible you know I'm trying to do things that are that they're helping 
people etc they're you know the things that | picked up from basically you know going to church most of the 
time and in studying constitutional law studying progressive history etc those things tended to appeal to me a 
lot more they resonated a lot more so what | did as | began to explore these very questions and what | 
discovered is the the answer to these questions that the progressive worldview of natural law progressive 
worldview believe in intuitively seem to be the truth for me and that that's what what they that's how it got is | 
spend 
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what they that's how it got is | spend more time meditating spent more time fasting spent more time you 
know talking to other people of various gurus and teachers and ministers and priests and rabbis and stuff 
people who are into this kind of thing they they actually form big coalition's of social ministry people around 


the country and so that you know for a person like Martin Luther King for example to be you know just 
leading people down a public highway to try to be allowed to go to the public schools and if other people 
come out and beat them on the head and in attack with dogs and stuff like this | say let's see which side do | 
think | want to look into a little more and you look into their positions and there's their world views and stuff 
and you discover that those are a lot more sympathetic than the other ones you know and and so I've that's 
how | have found this | | mean | don't | don't pretend that a lot of it doesn't have to do with you know my 
having my having gone to church like you know every Sunday almost from my whole life because | | was | 
was looking | was listening to these people | was sitting there you know | wasn't giving him any money you 
know when they send the baskets around and stuff and | was just sitting there listening to them and | kept 
saying look it it's really strange that once one day out of every week people all come together and they talk 
about being really good people about being really nice and sharing and helping other people and and being 
compassionate toward other people and stuff like that and | said this is an interesting social group that's right 
and so and so that what | would do is | was inquiring into it | was looking into it more and when when I ended 
up going to study compared to the social ethics at Harvard University at the recommendation of John Rawls | 
was completely shocked to discover that | was at the Divinity School that | thought that | was going to be in 
the regular ph.d program inside the Department of Philosophy doing a comparative thesis on utilitarianism 
and 
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comparative thesis on utilitarianism and in intuition ISM but it turns out that the chair of comparative ethics at 
Harvard University was at the Divinity School and so when | started looking into this stuff about as an 
investigator professional trained lawyer investigator | started looking into what the assumptions were of all of 
these people | said look at this is this is a lot more profound than | thought it was you know that you can dig 
deeper into this and discard all of the kind of childish stuff that you've been told you know from the time that 
you're five years old you know you know that there aren't you know angels with wings flapping you know 
sitting on clouds with harps and stuff you know anymore than there's a Santa Claus you know but there is 
such a thing there is such a thing as a long tradition in the human family you know in the in the in on 
December 21st at the the winter solace of people giving gifts to each other in a sort of beginning the new the 
new year and that whole thing is existed in the human family we've known about it for a long time there are 
certain ways of kind of institutionalizing it and culture aiding it etc and if you can pull away from the 
particulars and try to understand the general insight that our human family has into this you can then revisit it 
and reshape it and that's what you really need to do that your job in your generation in your century in which 
you are the Civic generation of your century of this 21st century and are going to be the ones tasked 
primarily with responsibility for addressing and successfully solving this major secular crisis that you're going 
to be confronted with that you need to dig down and revisit the fundamental values on the basis of which our 
our civilization and our culture has been established and reform those reform those and put those back 
together again in a way that is going to be able to reconstruct a viable culture in the in 
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reconstruct a viable culture in the in the face of this this serious crisis that you're going to be encountering so 
[Applause] 


END 


